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The number of individuals who believe they are overqualified for their job is 
rising (Harari, Manapragada, & Viswesvaran, 2017). Previous research has linked 
perceived overqualification (POQ) with several negative outcomes that impact the 
employee (e.g., decreased job satisfaction, decreased organizational commitment, Harari 
et al., 2017) and the organization (e.g., withdrawal behaviors, Maynard, Joseph, & 
Maynard, 2006; decreased levels of job performance, Erdogan & Bauer, 2009; increased 
turnover, Erdogan & Bauer, 2009). Since POQ can influence both individuals and the 
organizations they work for, it is critical to understand better the span of these 
ramifications and how POQ can be mitigated. 
Within the current study, MTurk was used to assess whether perceived 
overqualification (POQ) predicted counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) – behaviors 
aimed towards hurting the organization or its employees – as well as if perceived 
organizational support (POS) moderated this relationship. Results indicated that 
employees with higher levels of POQ were more likely to engage in CWBs directed 
towards the organization, compared to employees with lower levels of POQ. The current 
study failed to find support for POS moderating the relationship between POQ and CWB.
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Underemployment, or the phenomenon of “holding a job that is in some way 
inferior or of lower quality” than what the employee expects, is a pervasive problem 
within the workforce (Maynard et al., 2006; p. 509). These researchers suggest that 
underemployment is often the result of individuals taking whatever job they can find to 
avoid unemployment. Results of the 2017 Gallup poll indicate that almost 13% of 
working adults are underemployed. This trend could increase given the rise in 
unemployment rates associated with situations like the current COVID 19 pandemic. 
Unfortunately, prior research shows that underemployment is related to negative work-
related outcomes, such as decreased job satisfaction and increased turnover intentions 
(Harari et al., 2017).  
Since these outcomes can harm the organization, more research on 
underemployment is needed. Maynard et al. (2006) indicate that much of the previous 
literature has focused on a single dimension of underemployment, as opposed to studying 
it as a whole. The one facet of underemployment that has received attention is perceived 
overqualification (POQ; see Feldman, 1996, for a comprehensive review on the facets of 




What is POQ? 
 
POQ refers to the perception that one’s job-relevant knowledge, skills, and 
abilities (KSAs) exceed those needed for the job (Maynard et al., 2006). POQ has been 
linked to numerous outcomes within the previous literature. Most outcomes can be 
categorized into one of two broad categories: attitudes (e.g., job satisfaction; Harari et al., 
2017) and work-related behaviors (e.g., turnover; Erdogan & Bauer, 2009).  
Theoretical Framework 
One framework for understanding POQ is through relative deprivation theory. 
According to Hu, Erdogan, Bauer, Jiang, Liu, and Li (2014), relative deprivation theory 
suggests that how individuals perceive their status, as opposed to what their status 
actually is, directly impacts both how they feel and respond to their environment. More 
specifically, this theory suggests that when individuals believe that they are worse off 
than what they believe they deserve, they deem that they are deprived and therefore have 
adverse reactions to, in this context, both their job and to the organization as a whole. 
Researchers suggest that employees who think that they are overqualified feel deprived 
because as they build their KSAs, their expectations of the qualifications needed for the 
job they should hold also grow (Erdogan & Bauer, 2009).   
 
Counterproductive Work Behaviors 
 
One relationship that has garnered attention is POQ and counterproductive work 
behavior (CWB; Liu, Luksyte, Zhou, Shi, & Wang, 2015; Luksyte, Spitzmueller, & 
Maynard, 2011). CWB is a component of job performance that refers to an intentional, 
voluntary behavior aimed at hurting the organization or the people within the 




These behaviors fall into a total of 11 categories, including production deviance, property 
deviance, and physical and verbal harassment (Sackett, 2002).  
Framework  
One framework used to explain CWBs is Penney and Spector’s (2002) adaptation 
of Baumeister, Smart, and Boden (1996) model of threatened egoism and aggression (see 
Figure 1). According to this adaptation of the model, Penney and Spector (2002) suggest 
that employees believe their ego is attacked when they notice a difference between the 
subjective and objective appraisal of a work-related event. To preserve their subjective 
appraisal, individuals develop negative feelings toward the source of the ego threat, 
which in turn leads them to engage in CWBs.  
 
POQ and CWB 
Integrated Framework  
The models regarding both POQ and CWB can be integrated to create one overall 
model that can depict the relationship between the two (see Figure 2). The model begins 
with an employee who perceives that his or her KSAs are above those required for the 
job. Because the employee is not getting what he or she believes is warranted, the 
employee’s ego may be threatened, which in turn leads the employee to develop negative 
feelings toward both the job and the organization. These feelings lead the employee to 
engage in CWBs as a way of hurting the source of the ego threat.  
Prior Literature  
According to Luksyte, Spitzmueller, and Maynard (2011), limited research has 
been conducted within this realm. Using a comprehensive search of relevant-journal 




Psychology, Journal of Organizational Behavior), only three studies have explicitly 
assessed the relationship between POQ and CWB, all of which found support for a 
positive relationship between the two constructs (Harari et al., 2017; Liu et al., 2015; 
Luksyte et al., 2011). One goal of the present study is to replicate this finding.  
Hypothesis 1: Level of POQ will positively predict CWB. 
Dimensionality of CWB  
Prior research divides CWBs into counterproductive behaviors directed towards 
the organization (CWB-O) and those directed towards individuals (CWB-I). This 
distinction originated within the workplace deviance literature (Robinson & Bennett, 
1995). Though workplace deviance is similar to CWB, behaviors that constitute 
workplace deviance violate organizational norms. According to Bennett and Robinson 
(2000), this differentiation between the dimensions is necessary for numerous reasons. 
First, the authors argue that the actions within each dimension are different. Additionally, 
Bennett and Robinson (2000) suggest that the motivation for engaging in the behavior is 
different, depending on whether the target is the organization or individuals within the 
organization. As such, researchers recommend differentiating between CWB facets in 
research studies as well (e.g., Spector et al., 2006).  
Integrated Framework with CWB-I and CWB-O  
The division of dimensions can also be assimilated into the proposed integrated 
framework mentioned above. Based on the model, individuals are more likely to engage 
in CWB as a result of the negative feelings they feel towards whoever or whatever the 
source of the perceived ego threat is. Therefore, when referring to CWB-I, the source of 




the resulting CWBs are targeted toward this individual. For CWB-Os, the expected 
source of the perceived ego threat is the organization as a whole, and the resulting actions 
are targeted towards the organization. Prior research suggests that these dimensions also 
produce different types of CWBs. Based on Sackett and Devore’s (2002) division, 
employees who are intentionally trying to harm other individuals within the company 
typically engage in behaviors such as harassment, verbal abuse, fighting, and gossip. 
Behaviors aimed at hurting the organization can be classified into two broad categories: 
property deviance, which consists of theft and sabotage, and production deviance, which 
includes withdrawal behaviors geared towards one’s company. As mentioned earlier, the 
distinction between these behaviors is necessary because both the motive behind the 
behavior and the behavior itself are different when considering CWB-Is versus CWB-Os. 
As a result, distinguishing between these behaviors within the overall model is also vital. 
POQ and the Dimensions of CWB  
One potential limitation of the previous studies conducted in this area involves the 
measurement of CWB. Previous research has treated CWB as a unidimensional construct, 
despite the differences between the two dimensions (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007). Liu 
et al. (2015) suggest because the dimensions of CWB are highly correlated, CWB can be 
measured as a unitary construct.  
However, Berry et al. (2007) found that predictors evaluated at the organizational 
level have a stronger association with CWB-O, while those studied at the individual level 
have a stronger association with CWB-I. In line with Berry and colleagues’ call for equal 
levels of analysis, I propose that because POQ is evaluated at the individual level, there 




outcomes are at the organizational level (e.g., job performance, Hu et al., 2014; 
organizational commitment, Johnson, Morrow, & Johnson, 2002). Additionally, Johnson 
et al. (2002) suggest that POQ can affect the social exchange relationship between the 
employee and the organization. Specifically, when employees believe that the 
organization does not give them what they deserve, they may reduce how much they 
contribute to the organization. Therefore, I propose that POQ will have a stronger 
positive correlation with CWB-O than it does with CWB-I.  
Hypothesis 2: POQ will positively predict CWB-O. 
Hypothesis 3: POQ will positively predict CWB-I. 
Hypothesis 4: There will be a difference in the strength of the relationship 
between POQ with the dimensions of CWB. Specifically, there will be a stronger 
positive relationship between POQ and CWB-O than between POQ and CWB-I.  
Additionally, no study has assessed the relationship between POQ and the 
subdimensions of CWB-O. As previously stated, CWB-O can be broken down into two 
facets: property deviance and production deviance. Robinson and Bennett (1995) suggest 
that of the two forms of CWB-O, property deviance should be considered more harmful 
towards the organization since individuals are actively engaging in behaviors (e.g., theft, 
damaging work equipment) that are detrimental. Production deviance, conversely, is 
focused on the absence of desirable work behaviors (e.g., intentionally completing work 
slowly, coming to work late). Therefore, there may be a difference in the magnitude of 
the relationship between POQ and each subdimension of CWB-O. 
Hypothesis 5: POQ will positively predict production deviance. 




Research Question 1: Will there be a difference in the magnitude of the 
relationship between POQ and each subdimension of CWB-O?  
 
Perceived Organizational Support as a Moderator 
 
In addition to establishing the relationship between POQ and the dimensions of 
CWB, the goal of this study is to understand the nature of the relationship between the 
two constructs. More specifically, this study seeks to understand what other constructs 
could influence the magnitude of the relationship between the constructs mentioned 
above. Much of the prior research has looked at mediators of the relationship, of which 
include cynicism (Luksyte et al., 2011), relational psychological contracts (Luksyte et al., 
2011), and anger towards the employment situation (Liu et al., 2015). Additionally, Liu et 
al. (2015) found that justice sensitivity moderates the association between the two 
constructs. However, these researchers suggest that future research should continue to 
explore what else organizations can do to minimize the strength of the POQ/CWB 
relationship. In an attempt to address this, the present study will assess how perceived 
organizational support (POS) moderates the relationship between POQ and the 
dimensions of CWB.  
What Is POS?  
At its most basic level, POS refers to the level of social support an employee 
believes his or her organization gives (Jawahar, Stone, & Kisamore, 2007). Eisenberger, 
Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa (1986) suggest that POS involves the personification 
of the organization, in that employees begin to view the organization as an actual person. 
This humanization of the organization leads employees to evaluate how well their 




Prior literature suggests that POS operates off of social exchange theory, which is 
based on the norm of reciprocity (Kang, Twigg, & Hertzman, 2010). From an 
organizational perspective, Eisenberger and et al. (1986) suggest that after personifying 
the organization, employees adjust their job performance and level of commitment to the 
organization so that it is consistent with the level of POS (Figure 1).  
 
Figure 1  
 



















































Moderating POQ and CWB  
Based on a review of relevant journals within the field, there has only been one 
study that has assessed POS as a moderator in the POQ/CWB relationship. Luksyte 
(2012) found that POS did not moderate the relationship between POQ and CWB. 
However, the Luksyte (2012) study differs from the present study in that instead of 
looking at CWB in general, Luksyte focused on three specific CWBs. It is possible that 
while POS is a moderator for CWBs in general, it is not a moderator for the specific 
behaviors assessed. Additionally, the researcher contends that overall, the organizations 
surveyed had low levels of POQ. The lack of statistically significant findings, therefore, 
could be attributed to the conservative level of POQ throughout the study. As a result, 
more research needs to be conducted to determine whether and how POS moderates the 
relationship between POQ and CWB.  
Where POS Fits into the Framework  
Since there has been limited research that has looked at this relationship, the 
researcher does not know of an existing framework that integrates the three constructs 
within a single model. The model presented within this study shows that individuals high 
on POQ hold negative feelings because of the perceived disparity in their job. 
Furthermore, this incongruence can lead to the individual’s ego being threatened, which 
can result in CWBs. However, employees who have a high level of POS may be less 
likely to experience the ego threat that precedes the engagement of CWBs because they 
believe that their organization supports and cares for them. Based on the prior literature, 
in conjunction with the proposed model, I suggest that a higher level of POS reduces the 
























Hypothesis 7: POS will moderate the relationship between POQ and CWB-I. 
Specifically, as the level of POS increases, the magnitude of the relationship 
between POQ and CWB-I will decrease.  
Threatened Egoism 
Discrepancy between perception of 
KSAs needed for the role and one’s 
actual KSAs 
Maintain Self-Appraisal Lower Self-Appraisal 
Negative emotions 








Hypothesis 8: POS will moderate the relationship between POQ and CWB-O. 
Specifically, as the level of POS increases, the magnitude of the relationship 













A total of 294 participants were recruited using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 
(MTurk), a website where researchers can request survey participation from working 
adults. All participants were at least 18 years old, worked at least 30 hours per week, and 





Prior research indicates that both gender and ethnicity are linked to engaging in 
CWBs. Therefore, these variables were controlled for within the study. 
POQ  
POQ was measured using the Scale of Perceived Overqualification (SPOQ; 
Maynard et al., 2006). The SPOQ is a 9-item scale. Sample items include “Someone with 
less education than myself could perform my job as well” and “My education level is 
above the education level required for my job.” Responses are recorded on a 7-point 
Likert scale with anchors ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Cronbach’s 





POS was assessed using the Scale for Perceived Organizational Support (SPOS; 
Eisenberger et al., 1986). The SPOS is a 36-item survey. Sample items include “If this 
organization could hire someone to replace me at a lower salary, it would” and “This 
organization is willing to extend itself to help me perform my job to the best of my 
ability.” Responses are recorded on a 6-point Likert scale with anchors ranging from 
strongly disagree to strongly agree. Cronbach’s alpha, both before and after data 
cleaning, was 0.98. 
CWB  
CWB was measured using the Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist 
(CWB-C; Spector et al., 2006). The CWB-C is a 43-item questionnaire comprised of two 
subscales, CWB-O with 22 items and counterproductive work behaviors-people 
(CWB-P) with 21 items. Although the CWB-C does not include specifically include a 
CWB-I subscale, the CWB-P measures the individual dimension of CWB (Spector et al., 
2006). Sample items include “Said something obscene to someone at work to make them 
feel bad” and “Purposely worked slowly when things needed to get done.” Responses are 
recorded on a 5-point frequency scale with anchors ranging from never to every day. For 
CWB-P, Cronbach’s alphas before and after data cleaning were 0.97 and 0.89, 
respectively. For CWB-O, Cronbach’s alphas before and after data cleaning were 0.91, 




 Participants were able to access the survey through MTurk. To ensure that the 




was limited within MTurk to working adults living in the U.S. Additionally, questions 
measuring employment status and country of longest residence were included to filter out 
participants that did not meet the above-listed criteria. Before beginning the survey, 
participants were presented with informed consent providing information about the study 
and allowed opt-out of the study. Those who agreed to the informed consent were asked 
to complete each of the measures listed above, as well as demographic questions 
consisting of age, gender, and ethnicity. Participants were compensated minimum wage 




Multiple data-cleaning criteria were used to identify and remove data of 
participants who were engaging in inattentive responding. First, an outlier analysis using 
the Mahalanobis distance for each construct scale was conducted (Meade & Craig, 2012). 
Next, the intra-individual response variability (IRV) index was calculated to identify 
participants with limited variance (Dunn, Heggestad, Shanock, & Theilgard, 2018). Dunn 
et al. (2018) recommend that a subset of items, including items that are reverse coded, 
across scales with the same response options, be used to calculate the IRV index. Since 
each of the measures administered contained a different set of response options, items 
across scales could not be combined. Instead, the IRV index was calculated for just POS, 
as this was the only measure that included reverse-scored items. Lastly, response time 
was used to identify any participant spending fewer than three seconds per item. 
Individuals flagged based on any of the above criteria were removed. In total, 87 
respondents were removed. The cleaned sample was 57% female and 82% White. The 












Before testing any hypotheses, assumptions for regression analyses were assessed. 
Assumptions were tested for each dependent variable (CWB, CWB-I, CWB-O, 
production deviance, property deviance). All assumptions (i.e., absence of 
multicollinearity, homoscedasticity, independence of errors, linearity, and residual 
normality) were met for all dependent variables except CWB-I and property deviance. 
For both of these variables, the only assumption not met was residual normality. 
Inspection of the P-P plot of the standardized residual showed slight departures from the 
line of best fit. Results for hypotheses, including these variables, should be interpreted 
with caution (see Appendix A-C for detailed assumption results). 
Although not an assumption of regression, because numerous hypotheses were 
assessed, alpha inflation was controlled for using the Benjamini-Hochberg adjustment 
(Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995). Within this adjustment, the hypotheses are rank-ordered 
by statistical significance. The new p-value to use for assessing statistical significance is 
calculated using the formula (i/m)*Q, where i is the relative rank of the hypothesis, m is 
the total number of hypotheses tested, and Q is the false discovery rate (most commonly 








Benjamini Hochberg Significance Levels 
 
  p-Value Rank New p-Value 
Research Question 1 0.360 1 0.01 
Hypothesis 8 0.200 2 0.01 
Hypothesis 3 0.180 3 0.02 
Hypothesis 7 0.060 4 0.02 
Hypothesis 6 0.060 5 0.03 
Hypothesis 5 0.020 6 0.03 
Hypothesis 1 0.001 7 0.04 
Hypothesis 4 0.001 8 0.04 





 To test the first three hypotheses, a multiple hierarchical regression was used. In 
each instance, control variables (gender, ethnicity) were entered into Step 1 and POQ was 
entered into Step 2. Results indicated that the overall model was supported (ΔR2 = 0.08, 
ΔF[1, 172] = 15.90, p < 0.001). Further, POQ statistically significantly predicted CWB 
(B = 0.14, β = 0.30, p  < 0.001, 95% CI = 0.07, 0.21); therefore, Hypothesis 1 was 
supported. With regards to Hypothesis 2, the overall model was supported (ΔR2 = 0.11, 
ΔF[1, 179] = 22.46, p < 0.001). Additionally, POQ predicted CWB-O (B = 0.12, β = 
0.34, p  < 0.001, 95% CI = 0.07, 0.17), thereby garnering support for Hypothesis 2. 
Results for Hypothesis 3 did not demonstrate support for the overall model (ΔR2 = 0.01, 
ΔF[1, 180] = 1.52, p = 0.22). In addition, further analysis showed that POQ did not 
predict CWB-I (B = .01, β = 0.09, p  = 0.22, 95% CI = -0.01, 0.05), indicating that 







A Hotelling/Williams test was used to assess Hypothesis 4. Correlations between 
POQ and CWB-O, POQ and CWB-I, and CWB-O and CWB-I were entered into the FZT 
Computator to compare the effect sizes within these relationships (Garbin, 2012). Results 
indicated that the relationship between POQ and CWB-O was stronger than that of POQ 




To test Hypotheses 5 and 6, a multiple hierarchical regression was used. As 
conducted within the first three hypotheses, control variables (gender, ethnicity) were 
entered into Step 1 and POQ was entered into Step 2. With regards to Hypothesis 5, the 
overall model was supported (ΔR2 = 0.03, ΔF[1, 188] = 5.17, p = 0.02). Results indicated 
that POQ predicted production deviance (B = 0.02, β = .17, p  = 0.02, 95% CI = 0.002, 
0.03); therefore, Hypothesis 5 was supported. With regards to Hypothesis 6, the overall 
model was not supported (ΔR2 = 0.02, ΔF[1, 184] = 3.72, p = 0.06). Furthermore, POQ 
did not predict property deviance (B = 0.02, β = 0.14, p  = 0.06, 95% CI < 0.001, 0.02); 
therefore Hypothesis 6 was not supported.  
 
Research Question 1 
 
A Hotelling/Williams test was used to assess Research Question 1. Correlations 
between POQ and production deviance, POQ and property deviance, and production and 
property deviance were entered into the FZT Computator to compare the effect sizes 





statistically significant difference in the magnitude of the relationship between POQ and 




Based on the methods suggested by Frazier, Tix, and Barron (2004), hierarchical 
multiple regression was used to test Hypotheses 7 and 8. Results for Hypothesis 7 
indicated that POQ and POS did not account for a statistically significant amount of 
variance in CWB-I (R2 = 0.13, F[6, 179] = 2.02, p = 0.06); further the interaction between 
POQ and POS was not statistically significant (B = 0.37, β = 0.15, p = 0.06, 95% 
CI = -0.01, 0.75), indicating that POS did not moderate the relationship between POQ 
and CWB-I. Therefore, Hypothesis 7 was not supported. Similarly, results for 
Hypothesis 8 indicated that while POQ and POS accounted for a statistically significant 
amount of variance in CWB-O (R2 =0.13, F[6, 178] = 5.39, p < 0.001), the interaction 
between POQ and POS was not statistically significant (B = 0.44, β = 0.10, p = 0.20, 95% 
CI = -0.23, 1.11), indicating that POS did not moderate the relationship between POQ 









Descriptives and Bivariate Correlations Between Study Variables 
Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. POQ 40.08 14.82 - - - - - - 
2. POS 169.31 52.68 -0.50
** - - - - - 
3. CWB 51.60 7.31 0.30
** -0.34** - - - - 
4. CWB-O 27.53 5.44 0.34
** -0.34** 0.94** - - - 
5. CWB-I 24.04 2.89 0.09 -0.19
** 0.75** 0.46** - - 
6. CWB-Production 
Deviance 
5.39 1.38 0.16* -0.11 0.62** 0.66** 0.30** - 
7. CWB-Property 
Deviance 
7.61 1.22 0.13 -0.19 0.57** 0.57** 0.34** 0.32** 












Prior research indicates that there is a relationship between POQ and CWBs (e.g., 
Luksyte et al., 2011). However, these studies have failed to examine this relationship at 
the CWB-facet level. The current study sought to replicate previous POQ/CWB findings 
while also adding to the research by examining dimension-level relationships.  
Consistent with previous research, this study found that POQ predicted CWB, 
after controlling for both gender and ethnicity. Using the proposed integrated framework, 
this relationship could be a function of people’s egos being threatened because they 
believe they are qualified for more than what their jobs require. As such, to reduce the 
negative emotion caused by the framework, people are more likely to engage in CWBs.  
From a facet level, this study found that POQ predicted CWB-O; however, this 
prediction did not hold for CWB-I. Further, results indicated that there was a differential 
relationship between POQ and the CWB components, such that the relationship was 
stronger for POQ/CWB-O. First, it is important to note that due to residual normality 
violations, these findings should be interpreted with caution. However, these results could 
show that individuals who feel overqualified may only want to harm the organization, as 
opposed to harming specific individuals within the organization. In referring back to the 




is being appropriately used within the role; they may direct all of their resentment 
towards the company itself as a way of preserving their ego. Future research should 
incorporate qualitative data collection to determine if this is the case and, if so, work to 
identify constructs that can improve the relationship an employee has with the 
organization. 
This study also found that POQ predicted production deviance, but not property 
deviance. However, the difference in the magnitude of these relationships was not 
statistically significant. Again, due to residual normality violations, results regarding 
property deviance should be interpreted with caution. Further research is needed to 
determine the antecedents of production and property deviance. 
Similar to previous research, this study failed to find support for POS as a 
moderator. However, future research should continue to study other constructs that could 
moderate the POQ-CWB relationship. By better understanding what impacts this 




 As with any study, there were multiple limitations within the present study. First, 
participants were recruited through MTurk. Unfortunately, the working population 
sampled through MTurk may be significantly different than the rest of the working 
population (Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). Therefore, future research should look 
to replicate the present study within an actual organization.  
 Additionally, as previously mentioned, the current study relied solely on a 
conventional type of self-report data for CWB. While previous research has supported the 





nomological networks as data collected using other-report measures (e.g., Berry et al., 
2012), future studies should aim to incorporate other forms of self-report CWB data to 
gain an even more accurate base rate of CWB occurrence; two such forms include the 
randomized-response technique and the unmatched-count technique. Within the 
randomized response technique, respondents are presented with standard CWB questions. 
For each question, they are asked to endorse the item if they have either engaged in the 
behavior or if the randomizing device (e.g., coin flip) yields the pre-determined outcome 
(e.g., landing on “tails”). Within the unmatched count technique, two groups of 
participants are presented with a series of statements. They are asked to count the total 
number of statements that apply to them. The difference between groups is that only one 
group’s statements also include statements geared towards CWBs. The mean number of 
statements for each group is compared to derive the CWB-base rate (see Wimbush & 
Dalton, 1997, for more information on each of these self-report measures). 
 Lastly, residual normality was violated for both CWB-I and property deviance 
within the current study. As previously noted, both CWB-I’s and property deviance are 
considered “major” forms of CWB, compared to CWB-O and production deviance, 
respectively (Robinson & Bennett, 1995). Prior research indicates that subscale scores 
tend to be lower for CWB-I’s and property deviance when compared to other categories 
of CWBs (Gruys & Sackett, 2003). While there could be multiple reasons for this, two 
possibilities are that a) people simply are less willing to engage in more severe behaviors 
or b) people are less willing to admit engaging in these behaviors. Taken in the context of 
regression assumptions, range restriction for these variables could result in residual 





According to Field (2013), violating regression assumptions can indicate that 
results may not be generalizable to the broader population. Field’s recommendation for 
violating regression assumptions is to rerun analyses using a bias-corrected bootstrap. 
Following this recommendation, analyses using these dependent variables were rerun 
using this method. After rerunning the analyses, confidence intervals still overlapped 
with zero, indicating that hypotheses were still not supported.  
In addition to conducting the analyses using a bias-corrected bootstrap, this 
researcher also reran these analyses using a quadratic regression, which assumes that the 
relationship between the predictor and outcome variables is nonlinear. After analyzing 
the data using a curvilinear regression, results failed to demonstrate support for a 




Ultimately, this study added support to the idea that employees who feel 
overqualified are more likely to behave in ways that hurt the organization. While this 
finding could benefit from additional empirical support, an important takeaway is that 
organizations should work with employees to find ways to utilize their skillsets to the 
fullest potential. This can include exploring areas such as job crafting, as well as formal 
and informal initiatives for career pathing. Additionally, while POS did not moderate the 
relationship between POQ and either form of CWB, it was negatively linked to CWB. 
Therefore, organizations should consider identifying and enacting initiatives to ensure 
that employees feel supported by their organization. Because underemployment is a 





constructs can reduce the likelihood of employees engaging in CWBs and how these 
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Regression Assumption Statistics 
 
Variables Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) Independence of Errors 
CWB 1.06 1.96 
CWB-O 1.07 1.99 
CWB-I 1.06 2.02 
Production Deviance 1.06 1.89 
Property Deviance 1.06 2.06 
Note. To pass the multicollinearity criterion, the VIF value should be below ten. The 






























































































































HUMAN USE APPROVAL LETTER 
45 
 
 
 
